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Introduction

Thr oughout history the United States has relied on the
strength and capabilities of its naval services to defend its
shores, to provide freedom of navigation around the gl obe, to
defeat eneny navies, and to project mlitary power. 1In the
1930s, the Marine Corps devel oped the initial doctrine for
conducti ng anphi bi ous operations agai nst an opposed | andi ng.
The doctrine was refined during World War 1l and has renai ned
nostly unchanged since. Although doctrine has remai ned
relatively unchanged, the strategic | andscape has changed
significantly. 1In 2002 the Departnent of the Navy published
“Naval Power 21", which continues the evolution fromthe
traditional war-at-sea focus to a |land based effects focus.® The
nost effective method to acconplish strategic and operationa
objectives in the future will be through the use of sea based
forces that are able to put troops ashore quickly. The Navy’'s
anphi bi ous ship force structure does not neet future strategic

requirenents.

In 1990, the Departnent of the Navy conducted the Integrated
Amphi bi ous Operations and USMC Air Support Requirenents Study

(DoN Lift Il Study) in order to define the anphibious lift and

Y'Vern Cark, “Sea Power 21,” Proceedings 128, no. 10 (Cctober 2002), 10.



support requirenments. The study deternmi ned the requirenment for
anphibious lift to be the assault echelon of three Marine
Expeditionary Brigades (3.0 MEB AE). The requirenent was
fiscally constrained to 2.5 MEB AE. The programmtic goal for
this requirenment was determ ned to be twel ve anphi bi ous ready
groups with accepted operational risk in order to bal ance force
structure with avail abl e resources.? The study was conducted at
the end of the Cold War during a significant force structure
reduction and was based on the bl ue-water, war-at-sea focus of
the “Maritinme Strategy” (1986). The future operational

envi ronment has changed dramatically since the DoN Lift Il study
was conducted. The 3.0 MEB AE lift requirenment renains valid.
However, the total nunber of active anphibious ships declined by
approximately forty percent since the early 1990's. Al though

t he operational environnent has changed since the end of the
cold war in the late 1980's, the conposition of the Navy' s fleet

of active ships has not.

2 Director, Qperations Division (PO, HQW, Letter to Director, Expeditionary
Warfare Division (N75), 6 Novenmber 2001.
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Conposition of the Naval Fleet: 1975-2010°

War-At-Sea Focus: 1975-1989

Strategic Landscape

The incidents between 1975 and 1984 in which the U S. used
mlitary forces, 81%invol ved naval forces.* During the Cold War
t he assurance of nutual nuclear destruction created a stal emate

between the U. S. and the Sovi et Union, which |lead to an arns

3 Various sources collected while serving as an Amphi bi ous Requirenents
O ficer at Marine Corps Combat Devel opnent Command

4 John B. Hattendorf, Newport Paper 19: The Evolution of the U.S. Navy’s
Maritime Strategy, 1977-1986 (Naval War Col | ege, 2004), 3.



race in order to achieve an advantage. Conventional forces
becanme the preferred choice as a political instrunent. The
Sovi et Navy developed into a global maritime power due to

significant capability increases.

Naval Fleet Focus

The focus of the Navy during this period was based on
pl anni ng capabilities and requirenents on a future world war
with the Soviet Union. The Navy was faced with replacing
approximately half of its aging surface fleet in the early
1970s. The navy and policy nakers attenpted to determ ne the
appropriate size of the Navy. 1In an attenpt to maintain a U S. -
Sovi et bal ance, the size of the active fleet fluctuated between
425 and 600 ships. Budget reductions follow ng the Vietnam War
and inter-service conpetition anong Navy | eadership led to the
percei ved | ack of a conprehensive maritine strategy in the md

to late 1970s

In 1978 Admiral Thomas B. Hayward was appointed the 21%
Chi ef of Naval Operations (CNO. Admral Hayward continued his
wor k of changing the Navy's strategic thinking that he started
as the Conmander in Chief of the Pacific Fleet with Sea Strike
Strategy. As CNO Admral Hayward forned the Strategic Studies

Goup (SSG in order to develop free thinking and exchange of



i deas. The SSG devel oped a forumfor the discussion of naval
strategy to prevent msinterpretation and to quell parochialism
anong the Navy’'s platform sponsors and the OpNav staff. After
soci alizing the work devel oped, the SSG began to consider force
acquisition in strategic terns and devel oped the Maritine
Strategy, published in Proceedings January 1986, which focused
on gl obal forward deterrence against the Soviet Union. The
devel opnent of the docunent led to a favorable response from

congress for a 600 ship Navy.

The Interwar War Years: 1990-2001

Strategic Landscape

In the early 1990's, there was a paradigmshift from bi-polar
super powers to a nore ambi guous adversary. Wth the end of the
cold war, the Navy no |onger faced a global maritine power, but
one of regional conflict in the littorals. This significant
change in the operational environment led to a shift in the
naval strategic vision as stated in “Forward...Fromthe Sea”,
“from operations on the sea toward power projection and the
enpl oynment of naval forces fromthe sea to influence events in
the littoral regions of the world--those areas adjacent to the

oceans and seas that are within direct control of and vul nerabl e



to the striking power of sea-based forces.”®

The changed
operational environnment necessitated a greater enphasis on

peacetime forward presence and response to crisis overseas.

Naval Fleet Focus
Wth the lack of another global maritime power and budget

constraints, the Navy reduced the size of its fleet during the
1990s by about half. During the 1990's the Departnent of the
Navy published two key docunents, “...FROM THE SEA’ (1992) and
“FORWARD. . . FROM THE SEA” (1994), intended to focus the
procurenent strategy and future capabilities of the Navy and
Marine Corps. |In 1996 the Comrandant of the Marine Corps
publ i shed “ OPERATI ONAL MANEUVER FROM THE SEA, A CONCEPT FOR THE
PRQJIECTI ON OF NAVAL PONER ASHORE" (OWFTS). The intent of OWTS
was to develop the ideas expressed in “...FROM THE SEA” and
“FORWARD. . . FROM THE SEA”.

Naval Forces also contain crises through forward

operations and rapid responses wth flexible and

sust ai nabl e sea-based forces. The seeds of conflict

will continue to sprout in places where Anerican

interests are perceived as vul nerable. The art of

managing crises in these areas is delicate and

requires the ability to orchestrate the appropriate
response and to send precisely tailored diplomtic

*Department of the Navy, Forward..From the Sea,
<http://ww. chi nfo. navy. m |/ navpalib/policy/fromseal/forward.txt> (15 Dec
2005), cover letter.



econonmic, and mlitary signals to influence the
actions of adversaries.®
The basis of maneuver warfare on land is to orient on the

objective in order to achieve the end result desired.
“Qperational Maneuver From The Sea” expands the idea of maneuver
warfare to include the sea as maneuver space. The nost
significant difference between traditional anphibious operations
and future sea based operations is the om ssion of a |arge
| ogi stical build-up and associ ated operational pause ashore
bef ore continuing operations inland. In order to achieve this
capability the Navy will need to purchase new ships with
capabilities that are not avail able on current anphibi ous shi ps.

This idea is depicted in the graphic below from OWTS.

6 Departnment of the Navy, .From The Sea: Preparing The Naval Service For The
215t Century (NavNews 048/92 1992), 4.



Forward Presence

The forward depl oyed Marine expeditionary units (speci al
operations capable) (MEU(SOC)) and carrier strike groups (CSG
provide a deterrent to potential adversaries. As the
operational environnent becane nore focused on regional conflict
in areas of U S. interest, the requirenent for a w der range of
mlitary capabilities increased. Naval capabilities were well
suited to respond to the need for the full range of mlitary
operations, fromhumanitarian assistance / disaster relief to
maj or theater war. Naval forces that were forward depl oyed
around the gl obe were able to performthe forward presence

m ssion to support peace and respond to crisis.

The Future Vision: 2001-Beyond

The changing landscape

Irregular warfare

Irregul ar warfare has becone a termto enconpass the entire
spectrum of warfare short of mmjor theater war by nation states.
Wth the dem se of the Soviet Union, the U S.’s strategic focus

has shifted to regional stability in the littorals, “which

" United States Marine Corps, Operational Maneuver from the Sea (Headquarters
Marine Corps, 1996), <http://ww. dtic.ml/jv2010/usnt/onfts. pdf> (15 Decenber
2005), 10.



contain nore than half of the world s population and 75 percent

of it urban areas.”?®

Terrorists and non-state actors, who are
not constrained by international borders, will nost |likely use
popul ation centers in this region to conduct their operations.

Due to the conplexity of this threat, traditional mlitary

operations will not be a viable option.

Irregul ar warfare can not be analyzed in traditional neans.
Terrorist organi zations and el enments thereof are the result of
“mcroclimates,” a conposition of |ocal geography, history,
politics, economcs, fanmily, religion, and ethnic factors.?®
These “m croclimtes” can not be characterized by internationa
borders, formal doctrine, or national direction. |In order to
understand and defeat terrorists, one nust have an under st andi ng
of the “mcroclinmate.” Wen the organization is understood, the

only nethod to defeat it is with “boots on the ground.”

Land- based effects

The Marine air ground task force (MAGIF) is a tailorable,
fl exi bl e, and responsive expeditionary force in readi ness, able

to operate fromover the horizon in international waters w thout

8 United States Marine Corps, U.S. Marine Corps Concepts and Programs 2005
(Headquarters Marine Corps, 2005), 5.

® Jeffrey B. Wite, “A Different Kind of Threat: Some Thought On Irregular
Warfare,” Studies in Intelligence 39, no.5 (1996),

<http://ww. ci a. gov/ csi/studi es/ 96uncl ass/iregul ar. ht nmp.



traditional political hindrances of host nation access. A MAGIF
is scalable fromthe MEU(SOC) (~2,800 Marines) forward depl oyed
enbar ked aboard anphi bi ous ships provides “tail ored cost
effective crisis responses,”! to a |arger MEB AE (~13, 100

Mari nes) sized MAGIF that is prepared to enbark anphi bi ous

shi ppi ng on short notice.' G ven the operational environnment in
whi ch regi onal powers, characterized by “mcroclimtes,” exert
nore control than traditional nation states, the need for rea

tinme actionable intelligence increases.

Seabasing

Seabasing is an overarching transformati onal concept that
provi des the national command authority the option of projecting
power fromthe sea in very short tinme frame (10-14 days). The
core conposition of the sea base is the Expeditionary Strike
Force (ESF). The ESF is conprised of an expeditionary strike
group (ESG (anphibious assault ships with enbarked MEU( SOC)
surface conbatant ships, and a submarine), a CSG and a maritime
prepositioning group (maritime prepositioning force future
(MPF(F)) ships with an enbarked MEB). The sea base may al so

i nclude additional maritinme based assets as required.

10 United States Marine Corps, MCO 3120.9B (29 Septenber 2001), 3.

1 matthew T. Robi nson, Integrated Amphibious Operations Update Study (DoN
Lift 2+)-A short history of the amphibious lift requirement (Center for Naval
Anal ysi' s, July 2002), 25.

10



The key transformati onal capability of seabasing is arrival
and assenbly of troops and equi pnent at sea aboard the MPF(F)
ships. Traditional maritinme preposition ships are | oaded and
packed as densely as possible and require a deep draft secure
port in a host nation to unload the equi pnment. The troops fly
into the theater via strategic air Iift and enploy the equi pnent
fromthe prepositioned ships. Of-load of the equi pnent from
the prepositioned ships is an adnministrative type of operation
and creates a very large logistical footprint. The |ogistica
footprint can be thought of as an iron nountain and presents a
lucrative target to the eneny. The transfornmational capability
of arrival and assenbly of troops and equi pnent aboard the sea
base enabl e naval forces to conduct operations in austere parts
of the world that are not accessible by traditional maritine

preposi tion ships.

Naval Fleet Focus

Naval forces are forward depl oyed around the world and
engaged in the G obal War On Terrorism |In Afghanistan, Iraq
and the Horn of Africa, Marines are on the ground fighting
terrorism Naval forces continue their mssion of strategic
deterrence and provide freedom of navigation in areas of U S.

interest. The Naval Transformati on Roadmap provides a basis for

11



devel opi ng future naval capabilities in an operational

envi ronment dom nated by irregul ar warfare.

Conclusion

The Navy-Marine Corps Team

“The new direction of the Navy and Marine Corps team both
active and reserve, is to provide the nation: Naval

Expedi tionary Forces - Shaped for Joint Operations [and]
perating Forward Fromthe Sea - Tailored for National Needs.”?!?
The Navy-Marine Corps teamis the nation’s premere
expeditionary force of choice. In an era defined by
uncertainty, the flexibility and readi ness of the MAGIF are in
hi gher demand than any other tine in history. 1In order for the
MAGTF to continue to be America’s “911 Force,” the Navy rmnust
continue to provide the strategic nobility for Marines and their
equi pnent. The Navy provides the Marines nmuch nore than a ride
to the fight. The MAGIF will rely on the use of the sea base
for fire support, a logistical base of operations and naneuver.
The concept of Seabasing reinforces the interdependence of the

Navy- Mari ne Corps team

12 pepartment of the Navy, ..From The Sea, 2.
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Shifting the focus to the new reality

The future threat can be categorized in four categories
traditional, irregular, disruptive, and catastrophic. The Navy
is focused on the traditional threat, but should shape its
forces to address the irregular threat of the future. The MAGIF
has devel oped doctrine to fight in the operational environnent
of the future. The Navy continues to view the requirenent for

anphibious lift in a traditional sense.
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The worl d has changed considerably since 1975. The end of
the cold war in the late 1980's, and the terrorist attacks on 11
Sept enber 2001 have shaped national strategic strategy. Naval
strategy has changed to support national strategy. However, the
size of the Navy's fleet has reduced but the conposition of the
fleet has not. The fleet is still balanced to address a
traditional mlitary threat. The MAGIF with boots on the

ground, supported by the unique capabilities of the sea base, is
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the nost effective nethod of conmbating the irregular threat in
an area denial anti-access environnent. The conposition of the
naval fleet is not significantly different than it was in 1975
and is still kinetic strike focused. G ven this environnent,

there is a greater need for sea based anphi bi ous pl atforns that

are able to support irregular non-kinetic |and influence.
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